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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In this reply, Claims 1-33 are pending in the application. The amendments to the claims 
as indicated herein do not add any new matter to this application. Furthermore, amendments 
made to the claims as indicated herein have been made to exclusively improve readability and 
clarity of the claims and not for the purpose of overcoming alleged prior art. 

Claims 1-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being allegedly anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 2003/0191713 ("Yap"). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

The Yap reference discloses a "card reader device 1" at numerous locations. However, 
the entire Yap reference never discusses sending a reset to that card reader device 1 . Meanwhile, 
lines 8-10 of Claim 1 explicitly recites an event related to a reset command for a specific 
accessing device. Yap's Paragraph 370 discusses only a reset of the overall system, but not of an 
individual reader device 1 . 

The Office Action also relies upon Yap's launchers 303 (Office Action, page 3, paragraph 
3), to anticipate the claimed "starting a first mechanism". This assertion is respectfully 
traversed. The claimed "starting a first mechanism" is not anticipated by anything in Yap, and 
certainly not the launchers 303. 

Additionally, Yap does not discuss the order and sequence in which various operations 
occur with respect to its reader device 1 . Accordingly, even allowing arguendo for the analogy 
of launchers 303, Yap discloses no analogy for launching anything "each time" a reader device 1 
does anything. Second, as stated, Yap's reader device 1 never "receives a reset command", thus 
Yap's reader device 1 can-not-ever "start[] a first mechanism . . . each time" it "receives a reset". 

For at least the above reasons, Claim 1 is patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 
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Like Claim 1, each of Claims 7, 15, and 21 also recites, among other features, "detecting 
a first invocation of the first method by the application, wherein the first invocation specifies a 
first Smart Card- accessing device, a first type of event, and a first function." As is discussed 
above in connection with Claim 1, Yap does not disclose invoking a method specifying each of: 
(a) a specific a reader device 1, (b) a specific type of event, and (c) a specific function. 
Therefore, the Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 7, 15, and 21 are also patentable over 
Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

By virtue of the dependence of Claims 2-6 from Claim 1 , the Applicants respectfully 
submit that Claims 2-6 are patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) for at least the reasons 
discussed above in connection with Claim 1. By virtue of the dependence of Claims 8-14 from 
Claim 7, the Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 8-14 are patentable over Yap under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) for at least the reasons discussed above in connection with Claim 7. By virtue of 
the dependence of Claims 16-20 from Claim 15, the Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 
16-20 are patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) for at least the reasons discussed above 
in connection with Claim 15. By virtue of the dependence of Claims 22-26 from Claim 21, the 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 22-26 are patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) for at least the reasons discussed above in connection with Claim 22. 

Regarding Claims 27, 29, and 31, the Office Action at page 8, paragraph 2 asserts that 
various portions of these claims are anticipated by Yap's check card routine and method 2700 for 
proceeding with a next step. This assertion is also respectfully traversed. 

Yap's check card routine is the same for all reader devices 1, and does not distinguish 
therebetween. Meanwhile, Claim 27 contains, inter alia, the following language: "directing 
detecting an invocation of the method by the application, wherein the invocation specifies a 
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Smart Card-accessing device" (emphasis added). Because Yap does not distinguish between the 
various reader devices 1, it is not possible for Yap to perform this step. 

For at least the above reasons, Claims 27, 29, and 31, as well as all claims dependent 
therefrom, is patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Claim 33 recites, inter alia, first and second user sessions where each are associated with 
separate Smart Card- accessing devices. Claim 33 also recites numerous other features. 
Meanwhile, Yap does not disclose separate user sessions associated with separate reader devices 
1, and thus certainly cannot anticipate Claim 33. 

For at least the above reasons, Claim 33 is patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims 
are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance is 
believed next in order, and that action is most earnestly solicited. 

The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is 
believed that such contact would further the examination of the present application. 
Additionally, attached to this Response is an Applicant-Initiated Request for Interview. 
Applicant hereby requests acknowledgement of receipt of this Request. 

Please charge any shortages or credit any overages to Deposit Account No. 50-1302. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Hickman Palermo Truong & Becker LLP 

/ChristopherMTanner#4 1518/ 

Dated: November 16, 2007 

Attorney: Christopher M. Tanner 
Reg. No.: 41,518 

2055 Gateway Place, Suite 550 
San Jose, California 95110-1089 
Telephone No.: (408) 414-1238 
Facsimile No.: (408) 414-1076 
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